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CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

AGENDA TITLE: 

MEETING DATE: August 18,2004 

PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 

Approve Comments on High Speed Rail Environmental Impact Report 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the City Council approve comments on the High Speed Rail 
Environmental Impact Report on the proposed California High-speed Train 
System. 

The California High Speed Rail Authority has issued a draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) on the proposed California High-speed Train System. 
Through a series of studies and eariier decisions, the proposed 
SacramentolBakersfieId segment will be routed along the east side of Lodi, 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

along the Central California Traction Company alignment. The EIR includes alternative alignments north and south 
of Lodi (Exhibits A and 6). 

Exhibit C is a copy of the Authority's Highlights of the Draft EIR which promotes the project and generally describes 
major impacts. Exhibit D presents a brief comparison of the two proposed routes. 

This project has the potential to significantly impact the north San Joaquin County area in the form of road closures, 
noise and various property impacts. These are described in the numerous volumes of documents available on the 
Authority's website: w.cahiqhspeedrail.ca.qov. The Public Works Department also has a copy of the documents 
on CD-ROM; we can provide copies upon request. 

This facility has some characteristics that perhaps are not well known (see Exhibit E): 
Although the right-of-way width may be as little as 50 feet, it will be entirely fenced and separated from 
adjacent property. This means there will be no at-grade road crossings except in certain areas where 
train speeds will be reduced, such as near the stations. Given the high cost of elevating the tracks or 
building overhnder passes, there will be considerable pressure to close local roads where they cross the 
facility. 
The high-speed trains can not run next to existing railroad tracks due to Federal Railroad Administration 
requirements. The planning work has focused on running alongside existing rail corridors to minimize 
impacts, but the facility will still need to acquire land and be built outside the existing rail line. 

Another issue that Council may wish to comment on is the Central Valley to Bay Area alignment. Of the three 
options being consider earlier, the Authority has already eliminated the Altamont corridor, leaving two southern 
options, one along the Highway 152/Pacheco Pass corridor, the other slightly north (see Exhibit F). 
Comments on the EIR are due August 31,2004 

Staff recommends that the City comment that specific road closures and grade separations are not identified in the 
EIR, and the associated impacts are not discussed. 

FUNDING: Not applicable. n 

RCPIpmf 
Attachmenls 
cc: Rad Bartlam, Community Development Director 

Public Works Director 

APPROVED: 
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AGENDA ITEM 1-3 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

TITLE: Approve Comments on High Speed Rail Environmental Impact Report 
(SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION) 

MEETING DATE: August 18,2004 

PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the City Council approve comments on the High Speed Rail 
Environmental Impact Report on the proposed California High 
Speed Train System. 

The City has received the attached material concerning the High 
Speed Rail route to the Bay Area from the TRAC - Train Riders 
Association of California. This group is actively lobbying to have the 
High Speed Rail Commission reverse a previous decision 
eliminating the Sacramento/Bay Area connection via the Altamont 
from further consideration. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

A copy of background material from the Commission on this topic is also attached. This material is taken 
from the Commission’s “Confirmation of Previous Decisions (Compilation of Regional Report Excerpts)” 
dated October 1, 2001, and explains the reasons the Altamont corridor was not selected. 

The San Joaquin Council of Governments has also been monitoring this issue. The Board previously 
took action supporting High Speed Rail and the Altamont alignment but has not taken further action. 
COG staff is submitting comments on the EIR/EIS. mainly focusing on alignments and station issues in 
the Stockton area. 

FUNDING: Not applicable. 

RCPipmf 

Attachments 

cc: Rad Badlam, Community Development Directoi 

APPROVED: 
Janet S. Keeter, Interim City Manager 
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sunsetted as a state agency in 1999, was to move above the fray of local 
politics and oblectively select a route that is best for California as a whole. 
The Commission produced its final route selection in 1999. The preferred 
route segments included an express bypass for the two-thirds of trains that 
would run through the Central Valley without stopping, keeping 200 mph 
trains out of Valley downtowns and neighborhoods. Also preferred was the 

Central Valley. The final recommendation of the Commission was to have the 
Altamont route serve the Bay Area with two major lines, one terminating in 
San Jose and the other in San Francisco. 
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Today's High Speed Rail Authority (HSRA), however, has not been so 
objective. While the Commission chose Altamont as their preferred route, 
HSRA not only dropped Altamont from preferred status but dropped the 
Altamont Route from consideration altogether. This is wrong because 
Altamont has major advantages: 

The Altamont Route serves a more populated region and provides better 
connections between Northern California cities. It is the only viable route for 
Sacramento and Stockton trips to the Peninsula and San Francisco. The 
HSRA's preferred route via Merced is over three times longer than today's 
Capitol Corridor and is therefore not time competitive. 

Altamont gives San Jose its own line, its own trains and a stop right at the San 
Jose airport. Altamont gives Bay Area, San Ramon Valley, South Bay, San 
Joaquin Valley and Sacramento commuters a high-speed alternative route to 
jobs and provides significant congestion relief on Interstates 580 and 680. 

The enclosed brochure explains why Altamont was and should again be the 
preferred route for high-speed rail. Additional copies are available on request. 
We invite your city to discuss this issue and submit comments on the route 
selection to the High-speed Rail Authority by the draft EIR deadline of 
August 31, 2004. Comments should be submitted to: California High-speed 
Rail Authority, 925 L Street, Suite 1425, Sacramento, CA 95814. 
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If you have any questions, please feel free to contact TRAC at (916) 557-1667. 

Alan C. Miller 
Executive Director 

Enclosed: List of Altamont Route Supporters, Route Support Brochure 

TRAC, active since 1984, is a non-profit consumer lobby advocating improved passenger train service in California. 













Los Angeles to San Diego via Orange County 
High-speed Train Sueening Evaluation California High-speed Train Program EIWEIS 

Alignment 
Pacheco Pass 

Riders 
Revenue 

Altamont Pass 
Riders 
Revenue 

Table 2.1- 1 
Annual Ridership and Revenue for High Speed Trains 
Pacheco and Altamont Pass VHS Alignments (millions) 

Bay Area Northern Terminus 
San Francisco Oakland Both* 

21.12 20.49 21.10 
$744 $725 $746 

20.02 18.95 
$688 $657 

"Ridership via Pacheco Pass to San Francisco and Oakland is shown without 
adding additional trans, i.e., SF and Oakland would each be served with half as 
many trains in cornparism to a terminus at either SF Oakland. Via the Altarnont 
Pass, however, it is not possible to serve both San Francisco and Oakland along 
with San Jose. 

Source: Final Report, California High-speed Rail Corridor Evaluation, 
HSR-98004, December 30, 1999. 
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These two mountain passes also differ in how they would serve Central Valley and Bay Area populations. 
The Altamont Pass would offer superior service to the Bay Area from the fast growing San Joaquin 
County area and would provide faster travel times between Sacramento and San Jose or San Francisco. 
This is the reason this alignment is favored by some Central Valley leaders. An express train traveling 
between Sacramento and San Jose would take 47 minutes via the Altamont Pass compared to 82 minutes 
via the Pacheco Pass. 

US. Oepactmenl Page 3 
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Although the Altamont Pass would provide a more direct link between San Joaquin and Stanislaus 
counties and the Bay Area population centers, this corridor represents a relatively short distance market 
with ridership characteristics more fitting a commute corridor than an intercity corridor. The distance 
between the SR-99 Junction and the San Jose high-speed station would be 66 miles (89 miles to  San 
Francisco). Stanislaus and San Joaquin counties are working with Contra Costa, Alameda and Santa Clara 
counties on a cooperative transportation planning approach to serve commuters living in the northern 
Central Valley and working in Southern Alameda county and the Silicon Valley. 

Compared to the Altamont Pass, the Pacheco Pass Alignment would reduce travel times between Los 
Angeles and San Jose by at least 10 minutes (See Table 2.1-2). 

However, the greatest benefit of the Pacheco Pass is that all trains would pass through San Jose, 
regardless of whether San Francisco, Oakland, or both were served. Therefore, from an operational 
perspective, the Pacheco Pass Alignment would be superior alignments for serving the largest Bay Area 
markets. The Altamont Pass Alignment would require the system to split a t  Newark/Fremont to serve 
either San Jose or San Francisco (or Oakland). This means that only some trains passing through the 
Altamont Pass from Los Angeles would go to San Francisco, some to Oakland, and some to San bse .  The 
Pacheco Pass therefore would have superior frequencies of service to the Bay Area and would be less 
costly and easier to operate. 



Los Angeles to San Diego via Orange County 
High-speed Train Weening Evaluation California High-speed Train Program EIWEIS 

Table 2.1-2 
VHS Travel l ime to the Bay Area from Los Angeles 

Compared for Pacheco and Altamont Pass Alignments (minutes) 

For the Pacheco Pass Alignment, the number of annual riders to San Jose in the Year 2015 is projected to 
be 3.3 million, with 5.7 million riders using the downtown San Francisco Station. I n  contrast, operations 
under the Altamont Pass Alignment would cut service levels by half to each destination due to the split at 
Newark/Fremont. Moreover, travel times to San Jose from Los Angeles via Altamont would increase by 
10 minutes. As a result, system ridership would drop by 1.1 million per year (See Table 2.1-1). 

Another negative aspect of the Altamont Route is that it would require building a new bridge across the 
environmentally sensitive San Francisco Bay for service to San Francisco. 

2.2.2 Panoche Pass Alignment 

A Panoche Pass Alignment was also reviewed in prior high-speed train studies. This pass is 35-40 miles 
south of the Pacheco Pass, A Panoche Pass Alignment would be more expensive and would have lower 
ridership than the Pacheco Pass Alignment. Compared with the Pacheco Pass Alignment, the Panoche 
Pass Alignment would cost about $0.5 billion additional for just the mountain pass segment alone. 1 The 
difference in total system cost with respect to the Pacheco Pass Alignment would be even higher, given 
the added distance through the Panoche Pass. Although service from Los Angeles to the Bay Area via 
the Panoche Pass would be slightly faster than via the Pacheco Pass, ridership would be lower by an 
estimated 300,000 riders per year because the Merced area would not be as well served. I n  addition, the 
Panoche Pass Alignment would reduce the high-speed train service provided to the northern portion of 
the Central Valley (e.g., Stockton and Sacramento), in that trips from northern California to the Bay Area 
would take substantially longer via this pass. 

2.2.3 1-80 Corridor from Oakland to Sacramento 

Previous High-speed Rail Commission studies considered the I80 corridor to link the San Francisco Bay 
Area and Sacramento. These studies concluded that tHe existing “Capitol” rail service should be 
improved to speeds of up to 110 mph and would serve as a feeder system to the statewide high-speed 
train system. The existing rail corridor between Oakland and Benicia has major curve and speed 
constraints and cannot be upgraded to achieve high speeds without major capital cost implications. The 
distance between Oakland and Sacramento is relatively short when viewed as an intercity market, and 
high-speeds are not needed to serve this market. However, a trip from Sacramento to  Los Angeles via 
the 1-80 corridor would be approximately l l hou rs  longer through the San Francisco Bay Area than a 
trip from Sacramento to Los Angeles through the Central Valley. Capitol Corridor rail service currently 
exists between San Francisco and Sacramento, and operating and rail improvements are anticipated for 
this service. This alignment could be considered as a potential future extension of the high-speed train 
system but is not proposed to be included in the initial baseline system or in the Program EIS/EIR. 

Intercity High-speed Rail Commission, High-speed Rail Summary Report and Action Plan, Final Report, 
December 1966, Table 8.5. 




